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ACCREDITATION OF HIGHER EDUCATION:
THE CASE OF NCATE :

Introduction

Judging the quality.of an institution of higher education
according to minimqm educational staﬁdards of excellence and award-
ing, oF not awardiﬁg, a "seal of approval' based on this judgment has
created a major educational iSsdé in the last twenty-five years. The
discussion of this issue——acéreditation——is organized into éix parts.
Firét, a definition of accreditation and the attriﬁhteq purposes. of

this form of control on higher educational institutions are offered .

'as preparatory explanation of the issue. Second, a summary of accredi-

tation activities illustrates the evolufionary stages of accrediting—-
a phenomenon of this century. Third, a brief irtroductinn to and
listing of thé standards of‘NCATE (the National Council for Accfedi—
tation of Teacher Education) establishes the basic stated purposes of
accreditation by using NCATE as a representative example. Fourth,

the NCATE accreditation process isboutlined. Fifth, the points advo-
cated by critics and by proponents of NCATE_accreditation are pre-
sented and discussed. Sixth, a'hgw issue, the question 6f universal
accreditation, which has risen from this basic accreditation debage,
is briefly discussed as a concluding‘point for this paper and as én'

initiating point for future research.

-
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Definition and Purposes
of Atcreditation ’ .

* o
@

Accreditation has basically been a response by professional
" educators to ;h; mult?ple crigjdisms of the schools and their teachers.
As teacher education programs have‘feceived more difectives for change
and 1ess'fipancia1 assiétance to effect these changes, the lessening
of respect for the prdfess&on, combined with the decrease in fesources
provided, have led to more probflems an; more criticismS.ll The result
is a greater need to 'validate'| the quality of the educational product.
¢ Accreditztion is being used for| this purpose.. ¢

b ‘ » A fundamental change of|recent years which has led to this
a 4 <2

emphasis on ACCOUNTABILITY is the expansion of "postsecondary" educa-

3

tion. Educational activities "post-high school graduation' have be-
come so diverse that distinctions have had to be made which are basic—
. _ [ :

T ~ally judgments of quality as measured by service to the consumer.

I

o

The excesses of manv programs, both degree and nondegree, have cre
e ated -a fear that consumers of these educational opportunities are

being "taken" in by misleading or untrue promises of educational out-

come and future possibilities for employment or advancement, Account-

ability (demonstrating the performance stated in the institutional
. . ,

lBeverly T. Watkins, "Schools of Education Tightening Pro-
grams in Response to Attacks on Teacher Training," Chronicle of
Higher Education 22 (March 2, 1981):1.

2Robert Kirkwdod,'"The Myths of Accreditation," Educational
Record 54 (Summer 1973):211; and Kenneth E. Young, "New Pregsures
on Accreditation," Journal of Higher Education 50 (March/Aﬁ%il 1979):

132-133. - .
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objectives) is now a "condition of life in American Higher Educa-

tion."3 Accrediting agencies are acting as the regulatory bodies in

this movement to a»prove quality educational programs and to stimu-

late thevzﬁﬁpovemant of the others.

e

‘The task most pressing for higher education has become the

—_
‘e ’

public justification of education through the evaluation and main-

.

tenance of qualitative and quantitative standards., The presumed
purpose of every-educational institution has been to produce certain
results and assess these results to determine the outcomes of teach-

ing and 1earnin0.4 However, judging the consistency of these out-

comes with the stated institutional objectives requires some stand-

ards of measurement and some consistency in repeated applications of

these measures. Self-evaluation therefore becomes a continuous pro-

cess of measuring and monitoring: individual institutional quality and

progress while accreditation becomes the occaéional procedure of meas-

e

uring 1nst1tut10ns by more formal means and maklng such Lnowledge {

public.5 The institution either meets minimum standards of excellence

P

or i: does not. ~

\

3Edward R, Hines and David K. Wiles, "Commentary: The Pendu-
lum Dynamics of Accountability in Higher Education," College and Uni-

-versity 55 (Spring 1980):302. ~

4Robert G. Arns and William Poland, "Changing the University
Through Program Review," Journal of Higher Education 51 (May/June
1980) :269; and Robert Kirkwood, "Institutional Respousibilities in

gAccredltatlon," Educat10na1 Record 54 (Fall 1978) 302.

5John Herbert, A ResearchuBase for the Accreditation of
Teacher Preparation Programs (Bethesda, Maryland: - ERIC Document Re-
production Service, ED 040 124, 1970), p. 8.

<
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Accreditation approval or ‘denial may become‘pubiicfbut the
concept and process of accreditation are areas about which "few,
people in teacher education know very much. nb Accredltatlon decisions

may make the headlines but accredltatlon discussions rank 1ow as a

topic of interest to educators in general. The result is that not

&

only have educators formed no consensus of what accreditation.is and
what it"does,‘they just do not understand it.

Accreditation is "corcerned with socially and educationally
desirable ends, and with the wisdom of the academic community to de-
fine and proﬁpte those ends."’ Accreditation.is essentially peer
evaluation, self-regulation and a process intended to.strengthen and
sustain the quality and integrity of hiéhef education‘by making it
worthy of public confidence.8 Accreditation is therefore related fo

restige. politial "clout," consumer protection, and program and pro-
p ge, p ¢ P s prog p

fessional improvement.

* . Achieving accountability through accreditation. involves

satisfying thegpurposes attributed to accrediting. Many or few,
/
these purposes have been listed by a number of educators.and can be

Q-

stated as a consensus as follows:

Major Purposes of Accreditation

t

Consumer Protection from marginal institutions and un-
qualified practiticners. '

.

®Hans C. Olsen, "Accreditation of Teacher [ducation is Alive
and Kicking,'" Action in Teacher Education 1 (Sprfhg/Summer 1979):1.

TRirkwood, "Myths," p. 212.

8Kirckwood,. "Responsibilities," p. 297; and Allan 0. Pfnister,
Ypccrediting Made Clear, or Who's Really on First?" Journal of Higher.
Education 50 (March/April 1979):229. : o /

14
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Professional Advancement and Protection of legitimate
institutions from the debasement of education.

Ay
Program Quality Maintenance and Improvement.

e s =\
Certification and Reciprocity Base establi§;ed by cre-
ation of and adherence to national minihum standards.

Statewide Planning, Coofdinating and Governance of Higher
° Education Aid. .

Federal Funds Eligibility Standards.?

“Basically, accredited status means an institution has met the Stand-

L4 -

ards established by the accrediting agency.,, which address these

listed purposes:

Accrediting agencies in fact have a-task greater than juét
v
the problem of validating standards. They must go beyond the deter-

mination of proof of adequate and appropriate resources to proof of
adequate and appropriate results. They have to somehow determine if

good teaching is going on’'and if qualitative goals are being achieved.

. : . . v - 10
The "evaluation of student achievemept is the sine qua non of"

L

9. Earl Armstrong, "Regional and Professional Accreditation,"
Liberal Education 48 (May 1962):234; Robert E. Floden, "Analogy and
Crédentialing," Action in Teacher Education 1 (Spring/Summer 1979) ¢
33; Henry J. Hermanowicz, 'The Present Status and Future of NCATE,"
Journal of Teacher Education 29 (January/February 1978); David F.
Krathwohl, "An Accreditation Proposal," Journal of Teacher Education
29 (January/February 1978):28; Richard M. Millard, "Postsecondary Edu-
cation and 'The Best Interests of the People of the United States,'"
Journal of Higher Education 50 (March/April 1979):124; and Olsen,
"Kicking," p. 3. '

lOJerry W. Miller and L. E. Boswell, "Accreditation, Assess-—
ment and the Credentialing of Educational Accomplishment," Journal
of Highet Education 50 (March/April 1979):220.

M «
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“basis have become current suBissues related to the larger issue of
’

. ”
i
H . € .

accreditation and because there is so little/agreement about the
i .

"appropriate dimensions of quality"ll of student achievemernt such

judgments are difficult. The determination of excellence of an edu-

i . o

Tatiqnal institution thevefore has both duahtitative and qualitative ~

dimensions--neither of .which is easy to measure.

o 0 . .
The role of accrediting agencies has become increasingly

&

complex as the definition of accreditation and its purposes has evolved

~ o »
. o .

‘during this century. Determining what needs changed, how, and on what

-

.~

accreditation.12 Along with these determinations has come the. question |

1
0

of the role of the institution and'itsAreSpbnhibility in effecting this

process. , . N s . .

o

The effectiveness of accrediting processes is strongly related
. 13

to institutional commitment and integrity. Accreditation can affirm

_the value of the educational program but the institutional effort can

~

2

be the "key to the success of’the accreditation process."13 ‘A total,

S

) : :
constriuctive, creative, cooperative effort is needed to assure this

) . ‘ . ‘L
.success. . ‘ . . D

The development of this cooperative situation can best be
N - L4 +

A\S

shown in an historical context. Those societal and the related eco-

.
.« ! .

. ?

nomic and political reasons for the‘evolution of accreditation in 'its
‘ :

¢ ~

present form are discussed in the next section.‘ ’ ’ :
1lpfpister, "First," p. 226. .
l?A;ns, "Program Review," pp. 278-280. . v )
. 13girkwood, "Responsibilities," p. 298; and Young, "Pressures,"”
p. 134, . . .
. . (N ) |
‘ VAR G
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History of Accreditation

do

.
- \»

The fact that the legal authority for educational indtitutions
LN

lies in the individual states means . that byfVirtue of-their statutory

responsibilities states are accrediting agencies. Because it is a

state responsibility ‘to.ensure the quality of school programs,xlt is

. ? rd >

also their resp0nsibilify to ensure the quality of the educational®

o 3
' 1]

practitioners through cegﬁificatron*lh 'This.certification-takes the

process of evaluation full circle as again programs, this time of
T
teacher-preparation, re Judged ag fo quality.
4 N ' “
The Board of Regents of the University 'of the State of New

.
~ . N

York was the first to begin accrediting schools and programs in l784

but most states did ?Et start this process antil afrer 1910. At that

4
Ve (s

" time mdst;of them also limited their approval activities to teacher

. e

education programs, viewing the practitionér as the key to successful
-~ . ~

learning 15”7 ’ _ w

EIRY -

. b . .
v ~ From 19i0 to 1948 the Association of American Universities

(AAU) 'actredited" 1nstitutional prograﬁs and p&bllshed lists of ap-
\ o

proved_programs and 1nst1tut10ns. *The.0ffice of Education also issued

a list entitled "Accredited Higher Institutions" approximately every’
: . e .

’ ,four years from 1917 to the 1950s when the federal government began

to take a more active role in accreditaticen activities. Boyd, in his

.artiele on the development of accreditation, stated that he felt that

@ . @

R l4gobert G. Boyd, "The Development of Accreditation and Its
y p
Influence Upon Curr1Culum Development in Higher Education," Journal

of Thought 8 (July 1973):190. ,

151bid.

o
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the initial lack of involvement of the federal government as an
accrediting agent "prevented" thke development in the 1950s agd 1960s-°

of "nationwide standardization' but that this lack of involvement did

€3
~,

allow and "encourage institutional autqnomy and facilitated curricular’
d. ‘ T » L.
innovation."16 This articulation of state, federal and private

o

-

accrediting ifrterests con?inues as a major subissue of accreditation

k)

foday,

National accreditation dates back to 1927 when the American

’

Association of Teachers Colleges initiated voluntary accrediting re-

-~
«—3

view procédures. '"Research on the description of teaching and on

.
° -

preparation programs also dates back at least to the Commonwealth o
Al

Teacher Training Study" of 1927.l7 These points show that early in

E3

this century efforts were being made, though they were erratically

-

conducted and poorly recorded and:evaluated, to develop a theoretical

~

framework within which teaching and programs of preparation of teach-

-

¥

ers could be adequately evaluated.

Universities did not begin their period of rapid modern growth

s
. .

until afteerorld War II. Ddfing the twenty-five years which followed
the end of that conflict, these institutions became increasingly

larger and more complex. This growth provided many new directions

»

for education to follow and stimulated innovation and experiméhtation.

Tied to this almost unchecked expansion was what was to become a full

fledged fear by the 1960s--thé lack of quality control.

'l < . . ' .
161bid., p. 189. : e
o £y
17pArthur L. Fritschel, "Program Weaknesses Identified by the
NCATE Evaluation Boards Using the 1970 Standards,' Journal of Teacher
Education 26 (Fall 1975):24; and Hermanowicz, "St?tus," p. 33.
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The federal govermment attempted to become more involved in

gthe"qualif§\cnntfbl of education, though in an indirect way, with the

v . .

establishment in 1949.0f the National Commission nn Accrediting. Its

K} <t .
" regpousibilities included restricting the number and improving the

standards and procedures of ‘the professional accrediting agencies.18
. 4 g . .

~ This-action involved the spending of money by the government for

-, -
.

"special purposes' because education is a legal function of the states.

.
o,

The fedetdl government eventually expanded its"role in the control of

Lo L, .
educational services in this way.

. . .
[

The Sefvicémen'érReédjustment Act of 1944 and the Veteran's

> - > Py .

QReadjustment Assistance Act (Koréan War GI Bill) of 1952 were prece-

- -

dents for government involvement in. the determination of eligibility

hd
t [

of - institutions to. part1c10ate 1n federai programs and receive federal

‘.

fund1ng.l9 The f%52 Act gave the U.S. Comm1531oner the authority to
Yo

grant "formal federal recognltlon ‘to accredltlng agencies through the

-
PRt

publlshlng of a list of recognized agenc1es n20 Nongovernmental ac-

" -
- »

creditation agencies began to p&ay an increa31ngly important trole in
. N a ‘\ '

American Higher Education--one made esﬁEcially unique due to its

N &

. "‘ - ‘ -
*existence outside the jugisdictign of the federal government.

L . Ta 1
- . o " ¥ R - .
A erdéral connection" between/privdte accrediting agenciles
. ~ PR -

and state ‘and federal governments was establishéd with the events of

°

the 1950s but it was not until the trenendoqs growth in the college

4 .

.

18Boyd,# "Development," ». 190,

19pfnister.” "First," p. 229. . o

2050hn R. Proffit, “"The Federal Connectlon for Accreditation,”
Journal of Higher Education 50 (March/Apr11 1979) :145. - .

+ [ - w 'y
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population of the 1960s that the government woﬁld again mové to in-

°

crease its influence in higher education. During the 1960s enroll-

ments in colleges and universities tripled. The number of marginal

"institutions grew-as well as traditional and "nontraditional" forms

of postsecondary education. The academic community, the states, and

the federal government became greatly concerned about the quality of -

education.2l

In 1965 the Higher Education Act was passea’ana the Office of
Sy . .
Educatiohj as a part of this act, began to cdmpile its own list of

”,institut’ ns -eligible to participate in Federal programs."lﬁ 1967 the”

. ‘commissioner established the Advisory Committee on Accreditation and

o
.

Institutional Eligibility and gave it'a”polidy—development function

and responsibility for achieving compliance with federal policy by

accrediting nongovernmental agericies.22 This group is now .the DEAE.

L4

The fear. that programs outside the control of institutions of .
' * ‘

higher education would become a primary source of school personnel was
. : . ' 7

a factor in tﬁé'decision‘to effect a means of control -through qccredi—
4 » [ ] . i
tation By governmental sanction of particular accrediting agencies and.

‘particular educationalins_;‘titutions.23 The surplus of teacher educa-
[}

’ h . -
tion students in the late sixties and’ early seventies reinforced this
il . v . . [3 ‘ N

-

21Millard, "PoStsecondary," p. 124,
- ) . "\ - v
22¢rathwohl, "Proposal," p. 28; Pfnister, "First," p. 229;
and Proffit, "TFederal," p. 146. i -

2?Arnold M. Gallegos, "A Call for University Accreditation,'s
Journal of Teacher Education 29 (January/February 1978):24.

. N
-~ L
-

) 455 . » |
[ ) .

&




1975 by the merger of FRACHE and the NCA- and became a national organi-

11

move as job future became more closely tied to gLaduation from an
accredited institution.
Among the major groups that formed in this post-war period
or that gained strsng'leadership positions were NCATE, AACTE (Ameri-
can Association of Colleges for Teacher Education), NASDTEC (National
: . . F
Association of State Directors of Teacher Education and Certifica-
tion) FRACHE (Federatiom of Regional Accreditiag Commissions in
ngher Educatlon), and the NCA and NEA. 24 These dlverse groups were
to come: to work more closely together through cooperatlve efforts ~ ; ,

and, 1n the case of FRACHE and the NCA, consolidation.of purpose s
{7

COPA (the Council on Postsecondary Educatlon) was created in

.

’

zation with the responsibility for 'continuing the ‘articulation of the

purposes and practlces of accredltatlon."25 This art1cu1at10n would

become a major. coordinating effort of state federal and pr1vate
. &

accrediting agencies by COPA.

COPA assumed the role of assisting a large number of accredit- .
ing bodies in cooperative efforts which made for more efficiency-in

. *

national accreditation. COPA hag thirteen regional accrediting bodies

26

v

and thirty-nine professional accrediting bodies within its influence.

24Hermanow1cz, "Status," p. 36; and Patricia A. Thrash,
"pccreditation: A Perspective," Journal of Higher Education 50 '

(March/April 1979):118. o

; ) .

26Dav1d G. Elsass and Fred L. Pigge, '"Opinions of College Ad-
ministrators Concerning Cooperative Accreditation,' North Central
Association Quarterly 55 (Summer 1980) 25. e o i L

AY
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Such an umbrella function has obvious strength in numbers but weak-

ness in diversity.
-~

Nongovernmental accrediting agencies such as those within the
. domain of COPA are of‘the two kinds mentioned--regional and profes-
~\\sional (also called institutional and speciélized, respectiveiy).
Bdth types are voluntary bédies ana are financed and run by their
member institutions or professional organizatioms. The distinctions
between thé two are simple to understand.
Regional accrediting agencies focus their evaluation efforts
on the college or university as a whole,on basic institutional sound-
ness. They look at the major categories wﬁich follow: objectives,

: /
program, financial resources, faculty, and library facilities. There

/
i

are six regional accrediting areas listéd as follow: New England,

27

Middle States, North Central, Northwest, Western, and Southern.

Professional accrediting agencies primarily focus on inter-

t

_ests outside the institution--in particular on the requirements or
standards of the profession and'onLy secondarily look at those parts
: / ,
of the institution which contribute to the quality of the profes—

!
sional programs. Medicine was the first area to have professional

. ' ,
accreditation in 1907. Teacher education began to be professionally

7.28

P

accredited in 192

27Ro1f S. Larson, "Accreditation: Some Professional Problems,"
Learning Today 5 (Summer. 1972):24; and Olsen, "Kicking," p. 2.

28prmstrong, "Professional," p. 238; and Clive Cookson, "Col-
leges Split Over Tactics to Resist State Takeover," The Times Higher

Education Suoplement 404 (July 251,19§021wwm~
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NCATE is an example of a professional accrediting agenéy,and
was founded in 1954, It is one of the largest national forums in
teacher education.2? NCATE is responsible for the national accredi-
tation of college and university programs for the preparation of "all
teachers and other professional school ﬁersonnel at the elementary
and secondary levels."30 COPA has authorized NCATE to adopt stapdards

’/éﬁd‘procédures for accreditation and to determine accreditation status.

This agency which grants "seals of approval" to institutions with

acceptable teacher education programs has a similar stamp of approval

\
from the federal government.

NCATE is responsible for accrediting 550 of the total 1,367
state-épproved teacher education programs. Though this number repre-
sents less than half of the total number of teacher preparation pro-

grams, NCATE is proven more gsignificant in impact by the fact that

80 percent to 87 percent (estimates vary) of the nation's school per-

sonnel come from NCATE accredited programs.3l

NCATE is supported by the eighteen educational associations

listed as follow:

CONSTITUENT MEMBERS
by Category -of Classification

231
57

-American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education
(AACTE)

N

29Lyn Gubser, "Competency Testing and National Accreditation
in Teacher Education," Action in Teacher Education 1 (Spring/Summer
o ..._-.1979):26; and.Alan.R. Tom, "NCATE. .Standards and. Program.Quality:. You
Can't Get There from Here," Phi Delta Kappan 61 (October 1980).

3001sen, "Kicking," p. 1.

31Tpid., p. 2; and Hermanowicz, “Status," p. 33¢



-National Education Association (NEA) .
-Specialized Organizations R
4 Council for Exceptional Children (CEC)
National Association of-School Psychologists (NASP)
National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NGTM)
School Administration Organizations
American Association of School Administrators (AASA)
Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO)
National Association of State Directors of Teacher
Education and Certification (NASDTEC)
~Public/Consumer Organizations :
National School Boards Association (NSBA)
Student National Education Association (SNFA)

‘T
|

ASSOCIATE MEMBERS

—Association for Educational Communication and Technology
(AECT)

—Association of Teacher Educators (ATE)

-National Council for the Social Studies (NCSS)

—-American Personnel and Guidance Association (APGA)

K

*Tbis month (October 1980) the NCATE Coordinating Board will

\ ‘

select one additional constituent member and four additional associate
' \

32

\ : .
members from over_a dozen_applicants.
'(

One-third of the membership of NCATE's committees and teams is
ﬁade upkof representatives of AACTE, one-third from NEA, and one—thigd
from specialized council member organizations. Individuals serving/és
members of NCATE evaluaﬁion teams mugt bebnominated by one of the/goﬁn—
cil organizations énd must have completed an official NCATE on-site
tfaining sessioﬁ."Most‘uf_NCATE's activities are handled by valun-
teers. Members of its Evaluation Council, Board, and various other

s

committees and visiting teams all donate their services. - The paid

4

staff of NCATE consists of a Director (Lyn Gubser, appointed July 1978){”“

32Lyn Gubser, "NCATE's Director Comments on the Tom Critique,"
Phi Delta Kappan (October 1980):118; and Beverly Watkins, "Report

Criticizes Teacher-Education Accreditation," The Chronicle of Higher

Education 20 (November 24, 1980):6.

-
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Associate Director, and Assistant Director, all of whom are full-time
professionals, and a few office staff.33 1t is a leanyoperation com-—
pared to most governmental, and even egucational, bureaucratic orgaﬁi—

a

zations.

S

NCATE's gévernance is conducted Ehrough its Council and Coor-
dinatiﬁg BoardfffThe Accreditation Council of NCATE is the "legisla-
tive, executiyg, and judiciai branches all rolled into one" said Alan
Tom3%4 but iq;}act the Coordinating Board was established as a type of
governing béard for the Council.3>

The Council performs the functions dlfectly involved in the
accreditation process and standards. It seats thirty people, from

constituent (voting) to associate (nonvoting) members, and has two

representatives from the general public. The Council has five major

7 categorles of IESpon51b111ty as follow: . ... V  R

1. Standards——development and adoption of new and/or
revised standards -
4
2. Policies and Procedures—-development and adoption

3. Feedback--allow for recommended changes by apprOprl—’
ate groups and members -

4, Accreditation——make decisions

5. Advertisement——annual 1ist36

33Gubser "Director," p. 118; Olsen, "Kicking,'" p. 7; and
Dale P. Scannel, "New Developments in NCATE Process," Journal of
‘Teacher Education 29 (January/February 1978):22.

34Tom, "NCATE," p. 115.
35Hermanowicz, "Status," p. 36; and Olsen, "Kicking," p. 6.

o Z

-~ 3601sen, " chklng, s




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[y

16
s The Coordinating Board deals with the nonaccreditation matters

of NCATE. It is constituted of twenty-four representatives from con-

o

stituent members. The Coordinating Board establishes general poli-

cies, reviews Council policies and procedures, approves the Council's
operating budget, handles the financial support of NCATE, ratifieé
propoéed changés in the constitution, and appréves new associate and
constituent members.37‘
The Evaluation Boards(or Auditing Committees) each consist of

three to eight members plus a chairman. Their main functions are to

review the institutional self-study and visiting team reports, to con-=

duct hearings at which the institutional and team representatives are

present and to make recommendations to the Council relative to accredi-
bility.38 One option institutions now have is to delete the .Evalua-

tion Board step and go directly.to the.Cbuncil,_where the evaluation

~will be made. This could represent both a savings in cost (minimum

$36,000) and in time (reports could come out six months: earlier) and,
in additioﬁ, an avoidance;of another layer of interpretatfgn between
the institution and the Council.3?

The Council and the.CoordinaEing Board work cooperativelyqto
achieve NCATE's goals as efficiently és péssible. One of th;;hiéhest
of these goals is the concern for keeping the standards current and

relevant.

-

37Ibid, p. 6; and Hermanowicz; "Status," p. 36.

38Fritschel, "Weakness," pp. 205-206.

‘398cannell, ”Dé;eiépﬁ;ﬁfs;"mﬁgjméili3.W
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In 1970, NCATE adopted new standards and in 1971 showed that

it truly was continuing its commitment to constant review and revi-’

vl

sion.  In the 1971 analysis of the reports of the evaluating teams,
the six greatest weaknesses were identified. These areas of weakness
were similar in both undergraduate and graduate programs and are rank

ordered by the Evaluation Boards as follows:

Evaluation of graduates
Use of evaluation results from laboratory/clinical

experiences
Materials and IMC Centers
Design of curricula . .
" Control of basic programs.

Conditions of faculty service4?
Since this evaluation, NCATE has adopted two major goals. One has
been initiated with the revision of the standards and their -adoption
in May 1977 (they were effective in January 1979) and the achievement
of the other goal is also underway--improvement in the accreditation
process.41 This second point will be discussed in more detail in the
fourth section of this work.

The third section of this paper deals with the NCATE Standards.
This is a major area of importance in the accreditation process. It
is the initial and most difficult and complex step to complete with

precision and adequacy. Many criticisms of the NCATE Standards have

been lodged but these points will be discussed later;‘ The standards

39Scan_nell, "Developments," pp. 21-23.

40Fritschel, "Weaknesses," pp. 206-207. R

4lprthur L. Fritschel, "The 1979 NCATE Standards: Implica-
tions for Teacher Education Programs," Journal of Teacher Education .
~99—(January/Febraury 1978):9{ -and Scannell,-"Developments,' p. 21.
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are discussed only briefly because they are numerous and complex and
require intensive individual examination. The major categories only

will be reviewed.

NCATE Standards
) . re

The "key element of the teacher education accreditation pro-
cess is the standards developed by NCATE."42 Standards exist as a
part of all accrediting operations but for NCATE they truly are "the

testing items" of that accrediting agency.43 NCATE's :standards are

o

not just rhetoric, they are the focus of the accrediting process. To

be -accredited by NCATE means the standards have been met . 44

In 1977 the NCATE standards were revised and categories ex—

panded to make the accreditation process more efficient by cutting

4

down on the "too broad" areas of evaluation.45 The result is shown

w

by th%?étandards "Contents'" in Table 1. To evaluate the undergraduate

and graduate programs, two sets of standards are outlined which con-

tain six divisions or "families'" of standards each. Standards are

listed and numbered within these divisions and explained in full in
the preamble and text of each.
The development and use of these standards has rested on the .

idea that "concqgfualization, implementation and follow-up constitute

42Tom, "NCATE," p. 113.

43Ro1f W. Larson, "Examining Standards: An Important Task for

Those Involved in Accreditation," Action in Teacher Education 1
(Spring/Summer 1979):19. :

- . 44Tom, "NCATE," p.-113.

453cannell, "Developments," p. 23.
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TABLE 1
R4

“

.

Part |:"Basic Teacher Education Programs

Part II: Advanced Programs

PROGNAMS FOR THE INITIAL PREPARATION OF TEACHERS
THROUGH THE FIFTH-YEAR LEVEL, .
INCLUDING MAT PROGRAMS

. Governance of Basic Programs
/7

. Curricula for Basic Programs

Design of Curricula
2.1.1 Mulicultural Education

The General Studies Component

3 The Professional Studies Component
2.3.1 Content for the Teaching Specialty
2.3.2 Humanistic and Behavioral Studies

2.3,3 Teaching and Learning Théory With Laboratory
and Clinical Experience

2.3.4 Practicum

Use of Guidelines Developed by National Learned
Societies and Professional Associations

Student Participation

. Faculty for Basic Programs

Competence and Utilization of Faculty
Faculty Involvement with Schools
Conditions for Faculty Service
Conditions for Faculty Development
Part-time Faculty

Ll

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

G-3.5 Part-time Faculty

PosT-BACCALAUREATE PROGRAMS FOR THE ADVANCED
PREPARATION OF TEACHERS AND THE PREPARATION
oF OTHER PROFESSIONAL SCHoOL PERSONNEL

G-1. Governance of Advanced Programs

G-2. Curricula for Advanced Programs

G-2.1 Dcsign of Curricula
G-2.1.1 Multicultural Education

G-2.2 Content of Curricula
G-2.3 Research in Advanced Curricula

G-2.4 Use of Guidelines Developed by National
Learned Societies and Professional Associations

G-2.5 Siudent Participation
G-2.6 Indissdualization of Programs of Study
G-2.7 Quality Controls
G-2.7.1 Graduate Credit
G-2.7.2 Graduate Level Courses
G-2.7.3 Residence Study

G-3. Faculty fof Advanced Programs

G-3.1 Preparation of Faculty

G-3.2 Composition of Faculty for Doctoral
Degree Programs

G-3.3 Conditions for Faculty Service
G-3.4 Conditions for Faculty Development
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4.

4.1
4.2
4.3

5.

5.1
5.2
53
6.

6.1
6.2

6.3

TABLE 1 (continued)

Students in Basic Programs

Admission 1o Basic Programs
Retention of Students in Basic Programs

Counseling and Advising for Students in \\
Basic Programs

Resources and Facilities for Basic Programs

Library
Materials and Instructional Media Center
Physical Facililies and Other Resources

Evaluation, Program Review, and Pianning

Evaluation of Graduates

Use of Evaluation Results 1o Improve
Basic Programs

Long-Range Planning

G-4.

G-4.1
G-4.2
G-4.3

G-5.

Students in Advanced Programs

Admission 10 Advanced Programs
Retention of Students in Advanced Programs

Planning and Supervision of Students’
Programs of Study .

Resources and Facnlmes for Advanced
Programs

Library

2 Materials und Instructional Media Center

Physical Facilities and Other Resources

-6, Evaluation, Program Review, and Pianning

Evaluation of Graduates

.6.2 Use of Evaluation Results to Improve

Advanced Programs
Long-Range Plarning

SOURCE: National Council for AEcreditation of Teacher Education,
Standards for Accreditation of Teacher Education (Washington,

D.C.: NCATE, 1979).
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the dimensions*of programs in teacher education."ap, At least, these

. >
L . , ’
>

are the dimensions on which NCATE feels it should cdéncentrate its

B

evaluation efforts. These three areas can be seen to be covered by

[
‘1

the six major divisions of the standards..

Though thére‘are a few changes in the 1970 standards which

can be considered major, the majority of the changes are minor.47

They consist mostly of attempts to clarify the standards and provide

-

more precise defjhitions.48~ Those changes considered major are

-

listed as follow:

-Emphasis on multicultural education

—Increased emphasis on governance

-Increased emphasis .on the specificity of objectives

<Clearer definitions of qualifications of college supervisors
and public school cooperating teachers ‘involved in the
practicum .

-Addition of a standard dealing with faculty development

—Elimination of the residency requirement for the M.A.

—-Change in emphasis on the criteria fox _admission to and re-
tention in teacher education prog;;%s :

—Clarification of "product” evaluation and "program" evaluation

s

49

The emphaiss of the times can be felt in these standards and, when
compared with tHeé! older "oriteria" of NCATE, it was clear in this

research that the new standards reflect the stronger drive by NCATE

@«

-

to raise the quality of teacher education programs.

The standards are at times rather difficult to understand -

because the diversity of the institutional programs being evaluated

\

~

4601gen, "Kicking," p. 4.
4THermanowicz, "Status," p. 35.
48pritschel, "Implications,” p. 12. .

491bid., pp. 9-12.

o
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_status takes the following initiating step: .

22

a
*

do not allow for greiit specificity in fhe_objectives. To aid the'

institutions in understanding and correctly interxpreting these eval-

-

uative ctiteria, :examples of, questions which might be asked by
visiting team members are included in a third section of the ~

50

Standards. ‘ o _

This first step——establishiné standards--in the accrediting
process is followed by a second step which also directly involves

the standards. The institutiqn seekimg accreditation (or reaccredi-
<

tation) prepares a '"self-study" which is the institution's measure-
- “
ment of its performance against that stated in the standards as re-

quired for accreditation. The third step is that in which the’
accrediting process "gets under way." The ‘third step is the team '«

visit, which will be discussed in more detail along with the, final

steps of the,accrediting process in the next .section.

’

NCATE Evaluation Process

o
o

4

The accreditation process involves both measurement of the
( .

‘institutional program and evaluation of the measurements based on the

NCATE standards. The steps in this process will be listed separately

in the next few pages.Sl Explanatofy remarks or comments related to

~ "

the step will follow each.

\ .
? [—

.

A program of teacher education which is seeking accredited

50NCATE, Standards.

‘ Slrhe detailing of these steps was obtained from Olsen,
"Kicking." o

3 : .
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1. The 1nst1tut10n requests tha; “its teacher education
program be considered for inttial accredltatlon or,
if the period of present accreditation is near an end,
reaccredltatlone

2. After receiving the necessary materials and instructions
from the NCATE Office, the institution conducts its self--
study and prepares its Institutional Report. The IR is
developed around the NCATE Standards. The self-study

. usually starts about 18 months before the on-campus visit
by the NCATE Vls;g}ng Team. ) : Y

‘

The self-study is a very imggrtant step in the accreditation process. ,

L

It is also one which can have great value to the institution. Prop-
erly conducted (The use of "local talent" is suggested rather than

the use of consultants.) the self-study is a chance for the institu-
‘tion to make sure that it is fully prepared for the team visit. It
is insurance that the function of the accrediting process will not

be left to the "whim" of the visiting’ team--or to chance 52

After notification of NCATE that the self-study is completed:
3. The dates of the visit are set. Fall visits usually

occur between October 15 and December 1; spring visits
> are scheduled between January 15 and April 15.

y

4. The Institutional Report is due in the hands of the C .
Visiting Team and the Council 60 days before the on-
campus visit. . '
5. Some 30 days before the visit, the person chairing the
) Visiting Team vists the campus to (a) check on the
. adequacy of .the Institutional Report and avallablllty
of needed supporting data and persoms and (b) make
preparations for the Team yvisit.

’ 6. The Visiting Team, usually consisting of six to fifteen
members depending on the size of the institution and
the number of programs to be evaluated, is on campus
for three days. During that period’the Team validates
the Institutional Report and assesses the strengths and
weaknesses of the various programs through interviews

3

52girkwood, "Responsibilities," p. 299.

Eg:;é;‘ ) | o | : - -
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and through examination of records and other data. The
Team prepares a Team Réport that sets forth a gummary
of stxengths and weaknesses related to each Standard
and the degree to which each one is met. The Team Re-

. . port is prepared ?efore the Team leaves the Campus.
A major task ‘of the team is three-fold and is to validate the insti-

tutional report, to list the sources of information used by the team
¢

»

to validate the report, and to list the institution's strengths and
weaknesses as noted above.33

7. Within 21 days following the visit, the Chair of the
Visiting Team edits the final Team Report and sends !
copies to the NCATE Office, which in turn forwards
copies to the institution.

8. The institution has another 21 days to prepare an Insti-
tutional Response to the Team Report. This gives the
institution an opportunity to note in writing any inaccu-

- racies, misleading statements, or other inadequacies in
the TR and make any corrections it wishes.

. 9. Copies of the Institutional Report, the Team Report,

and the Institutional Response are sent to the Cecincil
\*\\\y for consideration at its next meeting. Early i» rhe

Council meeting, an Audit ‘Committee (Evaluation Board)
made up of three Council members audits the Team Report
and the Institutional Response. The Institutional Report
also is. available, if needed. Using these documents the
Audit Committee assesses the strengths and weakness of the
institutional program-based upon the Standards and then
prepares a recommendation to accredit or deny accredita-
tion. The Council makes the final decision relative to
accreditation. The options are: C?ggreditatiqn for seven

years or denial of accreditationm. There is no provisionaf,
show-cause, or probationary accreditation option.

) 10. If accreditation is denied, the institution may:
a. Aci@pt the decision, or

R : - b. WithIm, 15 days notify the Director of NCATE of its
intentdon to appeal the decision. An appeal cgg be
. made on} the grounds that NCATE Standards were disre-
garded, \stgfed procedures were not followed, or )
evidence available to the Visiting Team and subse-

quent evaluation bodies was not considered.

-

Ry

53Tom, 'NCATE," p. 113. A : : .
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The -institution has another 30 days within which to
submit in writing the specifics of its appeal, includ-
ing full documentation.
One problem cited by Alan Tom is that an institution may -not appeal
on the basis of the interpretation of the report by the Council.
This vests the Council with considerable autonomy in its decision
making.54
11. The case is forwarded to an Appeals Board which holds
a hearing and makes a judgment regarding the merits of
each charge contained in the appeal. If the Board finds
in favor of the institution, the Council must decide
what follow-up action is appropriate. The Appeals Board, .
in finding for the institution, does not grant accredita-
tion. If the Board denies the appeal, the decision to
deny accreditation stands. '

Accreditation used to follow a ten-year cycle hut that norm
was seriously questioned, especially by COPA and the time cycle for
institutional review was reduced, starting in 1977.5 NCATE accredi-

tation now follows a seven-year cycle. NCATE has also tried to
M"streamline" "its accreditation process in order to reduce the amount
of time (and $) expenditure'for the agency and the institution.
NCATE's "mini' visits are a way to have sequential monitoring
of interim accredibility. During the fifth year. of the cycle the in-
stitution prepares an update of its earlier Institutional Report and
a "mini" visit is made by a Team of two to four members, depending on

the number of teacher education options offered by the institution.

Following the Qisit, the Team prepares a report to the Council and

54Ibid., p. 115; and Robert L. Jacobson, "3 of 7 Colleges to
Appeal Denials of Teacher-Education Accreditation,”" The Chronicle of
Higher Education 20 (July 14, 1980).

55Scannell, "Developmeﬁts," p. 21.
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recommends either (1) extension of the current accreditation period
to a total of five additional years before a full-scale visit is held
:

or (2) the "macro" visit, based on a complete new Institutional
Report, be conducted in the seventh year as previously scheduled.
The latter recommendation must be based on weaknesses doéumente& by
the Team. The Council makes thé;acéreditation decision.56

The questioﬁ of feés is currently one subissue of NCATE
accreditation undergoing restfhcturing. The.majo£ source of revenue
for NCATE in the past was the fees paid by the institutions undefgoe
ing accreditation. NCATE in 1978 adopted'the establishmentvof an
annual fee to replace the one large lump—sum_paymeﬂt on each accredi—
tation visits but the implementation of this'program and the annual
amount were not discussed in thése afticles used for this research;sz

As discussed earlier,,NCATE'é role was originally largely
developmental. It now appears'to be much more_regulatory. As Gubser
points out, when the standards were described as "optimum conditions,"
the rate of denial was 10 percent. The rate of denial is now 31 per-i
cent. Reasons other than '"'regulatory standards" were mentioned by
Gubser as contributes to this increase in rate of aehial. Such
reasons included the effects on institutions of eﬁrollment declines,

diminished fiscal support for teacher education, teacher surpluses,

recession, fuel costs, and inflation.58 Gubser states all have led to

56Tbid.; Krathwohl, "Proposal," p. 29; and Olsen, "Kicking,"

57Gallegos, "Call," p. 27; and Scannell, "Developments,"

.

58Gubser, "Director," p. 117.
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the erosion of quality teacher education programs but he does not
relate the more rule-oriented use of the standards to the rate of

denial. This question remains unresolyed for this research.

Criticisms of Accreditation
and Responses : \\

The criticisms of NCATE acéreditation are numerous. Some
. . critical points are valid and baggq on fact; many are myth. The

point, however, of all such criticisms is}that misconceptions are
usually most numerous and, relaféd to an issue such as accreditation,
can damage a process of maintaining educational qhélity which has
become most important to the‘educa;ional future of ourjgountry.

As Petersen points out; most claims of faults ;n accredita-

- ' tion are based more-.on "personéiugiases, isolated incidents, or . . o

rumors of what happened," than on the objective and compreheﬁsive
examination of the_accreditation oberation.S Fordexample, Tqm
charges that the NCATE standards are a "mess" and he cites many

reasons in support of this charge.60 However, his charges are coun-

tered by Gubser with the point that efforts are being made to improve o

-

‘the standards and the process of accreditation and that such efforts

N -

are 1audab1e.61 This example providesAan illustration of/PéEersen's

fu

point that, essentially, many persdns overreact to g/éituation which
v

might have obvious deficiencies but not so obgidﬁé strengths,
- ~
7
- _ 59orothy G. Petersen, "Accred;t{hg Standards and Guidelines:
A Profile," Educational Record 59 (Eall 1978):305.

60rom, "NCATE," p. 113.~

6lGgubser, "Director," p. 118.
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Much of the controversy about NCATE seems to center about
the question of accréditation and its assopiation, if not relation-
ship, with power and control. Specifically, dces accreditation by
NCATE have as its central purpose the maintenance of quaiity or the
maintenance of the status quo in education? The fear of an external

¢

threat to the autonomy of institutions of higher education has been

a concern since their teginnings.
Attacking the politics of accreditation has become very popu-

lar but frequently is done in a circuitous manner by critics of the

‘sccreditation agencies. The standards, the application of these

evaluative measures, and the judgments of accreditability are the

most targeted areas. These are factors on which "opponents" of NCATE
focus; in addition to the goverhaﬁce by NCATE, its financial support
base, and the administrétion of the agency and it§~evaluation

62 o |

Some éducators would argue that a majof concern in the accredi-
tation of programs and institutions should be the process, that the
way in which an institutional or program "review" is conducted is at
least as 1mportant as why it is done. 63 Many others believe that
institutions have falled to use the accredltatlon process to its full

potential. The point to be made clear here is that the criticisms

are not centered on the basic issue of the politics of accreditation

\\\\\

62yermanowicz, "Status," p. 33.

63Arns, "Program Review," p. 280.
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and that myths created by such off-base ¢1§ims can obscure the truth

7

and obs;ruct the progress of evaluat1oﬁ—4accred1tatlon——efforts.

. / / -
Despite this conc1u31on by Ehls researcher, for the purposes

of this.paper a brief discussion Qf ‘major -criticisms of NCATE will
/
follow. These cr1t1c1sms were/Seiected as major through the compar-

ison of a number of artlcles./ They are listed and will be dlscussed

.in the order which fdllows://f
Essentialify of a¢é7éditatiod——voluntar ?
Long, compllcateé Standards——vgg__7

,A

Team conp031t10n and values——rellable7

Flexibility of standards--'"rubber standards"?

‘ . . "
Lack of empirical or evidential research base--valid?

Centribution to program 1mprovement——approval =

1m[3rovemen t?

Accreditation approval-—strict?

Context within which standards are applied--model or rule?..

Lack of coordination of accreditationvefforts——duglicati_on?6
Hopefully, it will be made clear that many of these critiéisms are
not based on fac; and that accrediting agencies éuch as NCATA are
représentative bodies of professional educators ‘who are dedicated to

institutional and program improvement in American higher education.

64Complled from information in the following sources:
Fritschel, "Implicatioms," p. 12; C. Robert Haywood, "The Myths of
Aucredltatlon," Educational Forum 38 (January 1974):226; Hermanow1cz
"Status," p. 34; Krathwohl, 'Proposal, " p. 28; Larson, "Problems,"
pp. 36-37; Larson, 'Task," pp. 15-17; and Olsen, "Kicking," pp. 2,

15-18.
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The concern for professional autonomy is expressed in the
criticism of accreditation as voluntary involvement. The close ties
with the government that many accrediting agencies have used as
"pdblic relations' or as advertisement of their worth have led to a
negative association of accrediting agencies with a threat to ins;i—
tutional autonomy; Seen as an external political force, which can
deny,accreditation, therefore eligibility foflfederal funds, acbred—
iting agencies can face very cold receptions from institutions with
much to gain from the accrediting process——certainly,'at least, from
accreditation itself.

!

It cannot be denied, deépite examples of institutions which
fuﬁction Qithout "official" acéreditatioﬁ, that for~ﬁany higher educa--
tional institufions the essentiality of accreditation makes it nbn—
voluntary.65 vThe pressures on higher educétionvare now so Stroné
that, as Olsen says, regional accreditation ''is about as voluntary
as summoning a physici;n if you are éfruck with a ﬁéa*t att;ck or stop-
ping at a red light on a highway."66 If accreditation means monetary
gain for an institutiom, it is hard to believe that in these difficult
economic times this point'ﬁiil be denied.

A point of criticism which is acpepted by eveﬁ NCATE's Direc-
tor is that the standards are long and complicated and contain many
undefineh concepts. They are full of words with wide ranges of mean-

irigs and other "flaws" as pointed out by Tom. 07 -

65Haywood, 'Mythus," p. 226.
66Oisen, "Kicking," p. 2.

67Tom, "NCATE," p. 113. o
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Tom cites as examples that there are twenty-—four standards

for basic programs and twenty-five for advanced programs. If you
include the preamble (as intended by NCATE) as a part of the stand-
ards, says Tom, you have approximately 400 "expectations'" to address

as institutional concerns.. He.says this is why self=study reporés

and team reports are often so long and detailed; especially the former.
Tom seems to indicate this is too great a task--especially when such

numbers of "expectations" are combined with the lack of clarity in

the standards.68 -

Tom's major criticism fqgused”on the lack of operational
‘, definitions and guidance to apply the standards. The worry is in
judgment of acceptabié levels of standard achievement at the time of
the institutional evaluation.. Tom does not believe the standards are
invalid but he neither perceivés them as ﬁgood" nor thé institutioﬂ's
role as one of "%?ility to conform" to the standards.®?
: Gubser,'NCATE;s director, agréeé that the standards are too.
vague and general and can "impede attempté ﬁo judge program quality,
but he p01nts out that NCATE is taking measures to correct this situ-
ation. A gloésary of termlnology employed in the standaxds is being
developed to clarify the language; NCATE also conducts orientation
sessions for individuals and institutions for the purpose of explaining

the standards and the accrediting process; and NCATE's standards com-

_mittee continually reviews the standards and seeks input regarding

t

681bid., pp. 113-114.

691pid., pp. 113, 116. - = ° -

70yatkins, "Réport," p. 4.

"70 '
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their improvement} This is not enough, as Gubser points out, but
is why NCATE is constantly looking at all its procedures and pro-

cesses which use the standardsl7; &
Gubser grants‘that this elaborate revision process is not a
substitute for sound ssandardsibut that accreditation as performed
by NCATE does represent the Judgment of professionals. Peer evalua--
tion is the essence of private accreditation and NCATE is a rather

large representafive body of professional educators who volunteer

. .
their time and efforts at this formidable task.

v

Almost -all accrediting agencies have recently revised their
standaros (NCATE 1977, effective January 1979) but though continuing
review and revision is a function of accrediting agencies, a problem:
for everyone copcerned is the hidden,standards behind these evalua-
tion criteria.72v Many visiting teams end up establishing their ‘own
standards and adjusting to the professional goals and values of par-
ticular programs or institutions.zéﬁ This creates a-problem in relia-
bility. -

NCATE - team members are pr_ofessionals in thf field of educa-
tion but, as ;e all do, have individual values which can come in con-
flict with NCATE and institutional values. Team member and team dif—
ferences in evaluation are a problem. Some members fail to apply -

all the requirements in the standards or not all evaluate the same

71gubser, "Director," p. 118.

72patersen, "Profile," p. 305.

73perbert, "Preparation," p. 4; and Tom, "NCATE," p. 1lé4.




points, some judgments are quantitative rather than qualitative,

- ~

_some are inconsistent, and worse, some members are inappropriately

- influenced by the institution.74 Teams do not have a high rate of
Al . . »
reliability because the reyersal rate for second evaluations of the
hd . L+ B )
© “ ) e
same evaluation case is 60 percent.75 These statements’ point to a . -

’

-problem for '"peer evaluation," which will remain valid only as long,

© * as the individuals participating are reliable.’/® Both NCATE and the

viqstiggtidhs cooperating with it have a stake in improvihg;this area, @
-‘of the accrediting process.
The flexibility 6f standards is also a concern. Despite criti- '

: . cisms of their vagueness, their unreliable application by some teams _ .
raises the question of én‘inability to coordinate the standards with
the process of evaluating. Are NCATE standards applicable t; all
situétions, tsjall levels of all the different typés of educational

institutions? ‘Is this why they are labeled "rubberustandards."77

Perhaps NCATE needs more "evolutionary" time in this case. The diver-
a “

sity of postsecondary institytions and NCATE's expanding role will

probably not soon reduce the severity of this problem but in the
"dedication of the professionals in our profession may lie hope.

The problem of establishing the Validity of the accrediting

standards and process may help solve many of the problems faced by

74This information comes from the IRT study results reported
by Watkins, "Report,'" p. 4.

75Tom, "NCATE," p. 1l4. _ .o

76Kirkwood, 'Responsibilities," p. 303.

77rritschel, "Implications," p. 12; Hermanowicz, "Status,"
p. 34; and Krathwohl, "Proposal,' p. 28.
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NCATE and other accrediting agencies. There are no validity-state—

ments about the standards because there exists no empirical or suffi-

»

cient evidential research base from which validity can ‘be determined.

A -

This is a major reason why -NCATE has not judged "quality" through its

‘accreditation process; why it has not established a high to low differ~

¢
entiation of programs or institutions.78

The problem of-validity is also the determination of what are

minimum standards? The public is made to feel that accreditation is

]

the endorsement tHat a university has met the minimum standards of
"goodveAUcation"79——a concept which may be even more difficult to
definel - ) . !

The criticism closely tied to the granting of an "endorsement"
or hsealgof appfoval" (as accreditation is perceived by many) is that
approval is often automatically considered indicative of past im-
provement oOr futu;e improvement ability. Accreditation ,is not an end
process. The need for inétitupional and program improvement is on-
going.80 if thg major géal of accreditation is to féster innovation

and improvement then accrediting agencies will have tg;éﬁhrge them-

selves with not allowing accreditation to become an end--especially .

not an end protective of the status quo.

Accreditation only as approval is not enough. An "approved"

‘pfogram may become one resistant to change. The purpose of

78pritschel, "Implicatioms,” p. 12.
79Haywood, 'Mythus,'" p. 226.

80k i rkwood, ‘Myths," p. 211.
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accreditation is to‘stimulate improvement, which necessitates change,
not te stifle innovation. This is why reaccreditation occurs. How- -~

' . 0 : .
ever, the differentiation of NCATE of initial and "re-" accreditation

’i

is not sufficient to make the academic community feel "assured accredi-

©
-

tation is not terminal endorsement. ’ : . i e

4

- “

‘The qﬁestioq@ "Is the process 'of accrediting one which de-

-~
<

mands high standards of quality?" is raised when programs appear to

. .

be accredited despiteé deficienciés. Consumer protection is a key.
igsue of accreditation and should be a benefit of, the process. Ac-
creditation means institutions meet'certain'standards‘but the "mini-
mum' of minimum standafds is not very reéssuring.Sl Failu}e~to be
accredited may seem ominous and may ''spur some institutiong to im-
prove,"82 but the academic quality of "minimally" approved in achiev-
;ng minimal standard institutions is also a concern. Strictness of
application of standards raises an even more intense issue. -
Are standards models or rules? ~This question is becoming a
focal point of recent criticisms-of NCATE. Larson (he was ﬁirector
of NCATE for fifteen years}vraised this.question and stated that a
decision on this point must be made.83

The problem for interpreters of NCATE standards (and even for

NCATE team members) is whether the standards are serving the same

8lRobert H. Demaree, Jr., "Accreditétion: What Does Second-
ary School Accreditation by a Regional Accrediting Commission Tell
the College Admissions Officer?" National ACAC Journal 25 (July.
1980) : 36.

82Tom, "NCATE," p. 113.

83Larson,‘"Task,“ p. 11.
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functiod as that for which they were revised by AACTE in 1970.8%

"

They were then conceived as "eriteria," as tests, as models for action

and comparison. The January 1979 standards are a continuation of
o :

this concept byt some critics point out that the actions of the

Counci] would seem to indicate the Council perceives the applicatiod

85 ’

» of the standards as rules. .
e .

¢ ) ‘ .
The important distinction between the two terms is the differ-

"

“"rule" and "eriterion.'

.. ence in the concepts of The first implies a’

strict measurement of the degree of. adherence to the rule as a re-

1

¢ qulrement for accredltatlon. .The second implies the use of an exam-—

ple for c0mparlson by which to determine characterlstlcs exp.cted to

‘be demonstrated by an idstitution or program ‘fof approval by the

’ Q

~

. acerediting tedm. Many critics consider the NCATE standards as gen-
eral criterxia. w1th descr;ptors 1nsuff1c1ent by which to measure pro-

gram quallty 86" Thls 1nd1cat10n that the standards do not quallfy

as rules has 1mportant 1mp11cat10ns in 11ght of both accredltatlon -
and denial of accredicatioh decisions. Should NCATE's accreditation

function become principally regulatory or stimulatory?87 We must not

confuse quantity control with quality control; distinctions of meas-

4

urable program variables must be made clear.

i

84Eri;schel, "Implications," p. 9. :
85Larson,‘"Task," pp. 14-16.

86Hermanowiczi "Sﬁatus," pp. 12-14, 35; and Herbert, ''Prepa-
f’p- '2—3\. - : . B ] r

A

ration,"

87Hermanowicz, "Status," p. 35.

E ‘e
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) wouldgseem to indicate that NCATE, despite its claims of qualitative

. _ ; 37
It is a ¢omplaint of many persons connected with highér edu-

7

cation that NCATE emphasizes 'form over substance."88 This point

. , -~
measurement, is also qﬁite goncérned with the quantitétive aspects of: . ' .
form. It was stated by Tom that "instead of stressing . . ..sub—

'stantivevéoncerns as skills and competénéies, ." . . NCATE standards
émﬁhasize a variety of procédunél chargcteristics ofvprogfams."89

. The desire by NCATE to measure gffective teachiﬁg as an outco;e of .

effective preparation seems to lie in measuring procedural character-

a

iét;cs. Perhaps this is why the judgment of NCATE as applying its'

standards as rules has been made. »

¢

The potential regulatory functicn of accreditation has been

“a factor in the thrusting forward of NCATE as a future coordinating

agenéy of the different types of accrediting agencies which function

[

today.‘ Adding to this thrust is the criticism that the accreditation
' v . e

efforts of these different,égencﬁes Crégte a éreat deal of duplica-

. e )
tion--wasted effort and money.90 To make these efforts more cohesive
and coherent, and to solve the problem of duplication, the recommenda—
tion of one universal set of standards administered by one national

accrediting agency has been receiving more and more attention--and, .

of course, a great deal of criticism, pro and con.

kY

88pylliam, "Substance," p. 501.

89Tom, "NCATE," p. 115.

90Hermanowicz, "Séatus," ﬁ. 34; Kirkwood, '"Respounsibilities,"
pp. 299-301; Kirkwood, "Myths," pp. 211-212; and Krathwohl, 'Pro-
posal," p. 28. ‘ :
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“

: Universal® Accreditation ’

-
. s Soa .

0 .
« .
Proa

11g1b111ty for agcredltatlon has created'a complex 1ssue.
« : g Kel
Becausé there is no nat10na1 system for the development of the educa—
. )
tion profession or even a coherent national community of teacher edu-

?
A

cators, ndl accreditation hds come tosperform an important function.

e

The problem is that administrators of federal programs -'need reason-

ably equ1tab1e cériteria. for 1nc1u31on and exclusion, while Amerlcan

education prides itself on dlver31ty and pluraflsm."92 This fact .
makes these institutions fairly resistant to external pressures in

. . . ‘o
professional preparation programs for teachers.

Existing accrediting agencies are voluntary; therefore, they
lack legal authority to require higher education institutions to be-

come accredited. This voluntariness, although limiting, is "more

compatible With the politica%rheritage of this cduntry than the cen-
tralized control exercised'" in other nations.?3 "However, both inter-

nal and external pressures to increase their involvément are being

* v
. °

felt byvthe‘federal and the state governments. Exampleevof these

¢

pressures are compefency tests and requirements, tighfeér admissicons

standards, more field-based training; internships, and qualification

exams for certifiéation,94 These pressures to overhaul teacher

3
< 1 v : 3

5

. 91Hermanowitz "Status,' p.-34.

92George E. Arnsteln, "Washlngton The Accredltatlon Debate,"
Change 5 (Winter 1973-1974): 55 .

93petersen, "Profile," p. 305.
< N

94Watkins, "Response," p. L.

.
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training prdgrams_are causing federal and state governmments LO
tighten their control over accreditation. |

Colieges and universifies are, naturally, resistant to such a
basic threat to their autonomy. Unfortunately the higher education
community cannot agree on tactics for.resistance. Any attempt to
lodge control of the teaching ﬁrofession firmly within the profes-

sion itself--creating a '"closed shop"--is ‘feared for several rea-

95

sons.

The possibility thaf the teaching ;%%Féssion could achieve

>

professional autonomy such as . that of the AMA creates fears that

o

téécﬁfﬁéﬁébuld“BéCdﬁém"EﬁfIﬁﬁéf:ﬁifectéd*ﬁrbfession”*suchvas crities

of thé AMA point out. Also, the fears of the American people, says
Pulliaﬁ, will never allow control over education by geacherévbecause
of the concern over the ideology of teachers and their infiuence on )
students. Pulliam believes the different values of different groups - X'
in ;he U.S. will prevent any universal definition of te;cher qualifi- -
cations. Other fears are that the poiitical influence on the accredi-
tation of teachers will "divorce the drive for professional autonomy
from the work of accreditation" and reduce emphasis on the humane
aspects of learning while increasing the "mechanical trappings ﬁf,

organization."96 The force for universal standards and accreditation

may, due to circumstances, be one external to the profession.

95Pulliam, "Substancg," PP~ 496497,

961bid., pp. 503-504.




‘40
A growlng number of persons within the educational community
and certainly ;S the state and federal governments are advpcéting
; . greéter_coordination between private--regional and professional--
accrediting agencies and the state and federal governments in the
accrediting process. Establishing a "connection" between the three
groups is gdvanced‘as being more cost effective and cutting down on
ﬁhe duplicat‘u.i\o'r'i’&f efforts of these groups. VIt is also put forward
as a means by whicﬁ to %educe iﬁstitutional accreditatioﬁ stress due
o to the sometimes multiple or overlapping accreditation visits.
"'Redefining thevroles of state, federal, and private agencies
_in accreditation is believed to be a means by which.;o make accredi-
tation more effiéient. ' With the "explosion" of postsecondary forms
s of education in the 1970s, greater_demands were placed on accrediting
\\\\‘agencies.97 Institutional size, functional differentiéfibn, and
specialization caused the accrediting agencies' functions to expand.
Interrelatedness of programs for the purpose of establishiﬁg broad
definitions of quality and standards by which to measure this qua;ity
created terrific problems for accreditation. The scoﬁe of the problem
haé,led to considérations of creating new roles with more balanced

responsibility for private, state, and federal accrediting groups;'98

Al
Consumer protection is the source of the accountability move-~

ment which has, in turn, affected the role of private accrediting

agencies. Government intervention has become a pattern since the

1

97 Thrash, "Perspective," pp. 116-118.

98115 nas " " _
- Hines, ‘Commentary, pp- 306-307.
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1960s in 'various aspects of this movement--particularly educational.®9

Though a debatable role,>federal government involvement in education
(viewed as intrusion by many) has yet to be documented as an un- .

healthy relationship.100 P . 4

Universal compulsory accredita;igﬁ.would have ‘to function as
’ .

a cooperative enterprise and fully involve all constituents of the
educational institﬁtion, including governmental.agents} says Proffit.
Such a task would require the work of federal, state, and private
accrediting agéncies (despite the different focus, tradition and jus;
tification of role of each) together because each alone would not
"cover the mission of the total systemﬁ which would be created.lol

" Possibilities for the success of this cooperative accrediting arrange-

ment could be quite positive according to surveys of college adminis-

trators.102 Similar cooperative efforts also have been judged

pqsitive.

Accredit;tion is an evolving process "which has contributed
much toward creating the strong institutions required by our dynamic
society;"103 Though standards are unvalidated, the record of ac om-

plishment of accrediting processes shows worthwhile changes in insti-

tutions and professional programs. Accrediting agencies are constantly

99Cookson,;"Resist;" p. 4.

100proffit, "Federal," p. 155. ‘ .
1011pid., p. 150. J |
102g31sass, "Opiniqné;" pp. 28-29.

103goyd, 'Development," p. 191.
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104 e question

upgréding their processes and are better than ever.
 is, "Is 'better than ever' good enough?"

Universal accreditation as a function of NCATE haé been long
advocated by NASDTEC and TEPS (the National Commission on Teacher
Education and Professional Standa;‘ds).lo5 These and other groups

: bélieve that the experience of NCATE has facilitated its development

as the universal accréditing agent. If is large and well established,
has reciprocity agreemen;s with thirty-one states, accredits institu-
tions in all fifty states, ;nd hés the broadly based coalition neces-

106 Such a méve would surely

sary to effect universal accreditaéioni
increase the consumer protection role of NCATE--a role already diffi- —
cult to "guarantee."

The charge to NCATE’therefore could become one of attempting
to satisfy a misconception. Accountability is not and carnot become
a "complete" process. There is 'no more justification for standaru..—
zation" of standards than there is for "standardizétion among the in-

stitutions and programs which they accredit.'107 Learning is contex-—

tual and does not lend itself to universal measures; therefore, a
:‘I:At‘

universal model of education is not possible. The misconception of
the possibility of making higher educational programs of teacher

preparation adaptaBle to universal standards must be clarified by the

N

1041arson, "Problems," p. 37; and Proffit, "Federal," p. 155.

105B0b Burton Brown, '"Dangers in the Misuse of NCATE Accredi-
tation," Journal of Teacher Education 44 (September 1963):326.

106Gallegos, "Call,"_pp. 25-26; and Gubser, "Director," p. 117.

107peterson, '"Profile," p. 308.
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demonstration by these institutions that they have defendable differ-

Kl

entiated purposes, processes, andproducts.108 Colleges and universi-
ties must work together to legitimate their organizational life.
The higher 2ducation community "has a vested interest in its

1169 Institutions must develop statements of educa-

mutual survival,'
tional outcomes that aré-clear, prgciseland defendable. in order to
do this, a research'base and appropriate evaluation techniques will
have to be found,llo The freedom of the academic community and its

privileged position obligates its members to strive for the highest

level of quality possible.

l08Hines, "Commentary,' p. 305.
1091pid.

Vo llOHerbert, "Préparation"; and Young, Pressures,” p. 136.
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